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MARYLAND STATE REPORT

Site Visit October 4 - 6, 1993

STATE PROFILE

System Name: Clients' Automated Resource and EligibilitySystem
and Client Data Base (CARES/CDB)

Start Date: October1988(IAPDsubmitted)

Completion Date: August 1993 (pilot operations began)
April 1995 (statewide operations expected)

Contractor: Systemhouse,Inc.

TransferFrom: Connecticut

Cost:

Actual: $15,021,144 (Reported costs 12/90 through 6/93)
Projected: $28,571,993
FSP Share: $5.735,576
FSP%: 38.2%

Numberof Users: 5,500(est.)

Basic Architecture:

Mainframe: IBM ES9021/952
Workstations: Memorex/Telex 3270 type
Telecommunications

Network: TI backbone network, 56 KB lines from multiple
nodes to 4- to 64-port controllers

System Profile:

Programs: Food Stamp Program, Medicaid, Aid to Families
with Dependent Children
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1.0 STATE OPERATING ENVIRONMENT

The Maryland Department of Human Resources (DHR) is the cabinet-level agency responsible
for administering the Food Stamp Program (FSP), which is county administered and State
supervised. Within DHR, there are two principal organizational entities: Operations and
Programs. Programs is organized into the following areas: Social Services (SS), Income
Maintenance Administration (IMA), Child Support Enforcement (CSE), Community Services
Administration (CSA), and the Child Care Administration.

Income Maintenance and Community Services have most of the FSP responsibilities at the State
level. CSA is responsible for the following areas:

· Adult Services

· Energy Assistance
· Food and Nutrition Services (except FSP)
· Legal Services Program
· Homeless Services

· Refugee Affairs
· Women's Services

· Maryland Commission for Women
· Migratory Farm Labor Commission
· Hispanic Affairs Commission
· Asian-Pacific American Affairs

IMA contains the Office of Policy and Regulations, the Division of Management Support (field
operations), and Quality Control. The Office of Policy and Regulations provides combined
support for the Food Stamp and Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) Programs.

DHR Operations includes the following organizational units: Budget and Finance, Administrative
Services, Personnel, Equal Oppommity, and Information Management. The Office of Information
Management (OIM) provides application support for existing systems and development support
for new systems.

Although Medicaid Program administration is the responsibility the Department of Health, DHR
handles Medicaid eligibility automation under an agreement between the two departments.

The State population in 1990 was 4,798,662. Ninety percent of the population is in seven
counties. Approximately 5.3 percent of State residents received Food Stamp Program benefits.
Baltimore City has 50 percent of the FSP caseload and 12 percent is in Prince Georges County.
In 17 counties, the caseload is sufficiently low that there is only one office to serve the entire
county.

The level of unemployment in Maryland has fluctuated in recent years after declining steadily
between 1982 and 1987. The unemployment rate was 8.4 percent in 1982, and it decreased by
50 percent to 4.2 percent in 1987. The unemployment rate increased slightly in 1988, decreased
in 1989, and increased in 1990 and 1991. The 1991 unemployment rate was 5.9 percent.
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The October 1992 report, The Fiscal Survey of States, provides the following information
compiled by the National Association of State Budget Officers:

· Maryland's nominal expenditure growth for Fiscal Year (FY) 1993 was 5 percent to 9.9
percent; the national average for expenditure growth was 2.4 percent.

· Maryland reduced the 1992 State budget by $379.6 million after it was approved.

· State government employment levels in Maryland decreased by 1.15 percent. This
decrease was greater than the national average 0.60 percent decrease in State government
employment.

· Maryland implemented changes to increase revenues by $435.6 million for FY 1993. The
sources of the increase included: sales tax, personal income, corporate income, tobacco
taxes, motor fuels, other taxes, and fees.

· The regional outlook indicated the mideast region has been strongly impacted by the
recession. The regional weighted unemployment rate of 8.4 percent was greater than the
national average of 7.8 percent, and the per capita increase in personal income of 2.2
percent was less than the national average increase of 2.4 percent.

2.0 FOOD STAMP PROGRAM OPERATIONS

The Food Stamp Program is administered at the local level by 51 local Social Services offices
in 24 jurisdictions throughout the State. Local departments of Social Services report to the local
director, who is appointed by the county. The director and all local office Social Services
employees are State employees. Each county administers its own State-funded budget.

The Food Stamp Program currently is supported by four systems: AIMS, Automated Master File
(AMF), Income and Eligibility Verification System (IEVS), and Electronic Benefit Transfer
System (EBTS). The following support functions are provided by each system:

· AIMS contains case-level data and supports eligibility and issuance functions for the Food
Stamp and AFDC Programs.

· AMF is a statewide system that supports FSP, AFDC, Medicaid, General Assistance (GA),
and Child Welfare Programs and contains individual-level data.

· IEVS is a statewide system that supports eligibility for FSP, AFDC, Medicaid, and
General Assistance.

· EBTS is a statewide system used for issuing FSP, AFDC, and CSE benefits.

The new system, Clients' Automated Resource and Eligibility System and Client Data Base
(CARES/CDB), will replace AIMS and AMF.
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2.1 Food Stamp Program Participation

The average monthly participation for the FSP and other assistance programs is provided
below in Table 2.1. Household participation in the Food Stamp Program increased by
41.9 percent between 1988 and 1992, while individual participation increased by 40.0
percent during the same period. The increase in the number of AFDC cases during the
five-year period was only 27.4 percent, but the number of AFDC recipients increased by
52.4 percent. The number of individuals receiving GA benefits increased by 37.8 percent
between 1988 and 1992.

Table 2.1 Average Monthly Public Assistance Participation

Programs FY 1992 FY 1991 FY 1990 FY 1989 FY 1988

AFDC

Cases 79,836 75,355 67,620 63,223 62,665
Recipients 220,436 208,599 187,271 175,904 144,633

GA

Cases 24,513 23,154 18,960 17,469 17,541
Recipients 24,834 23,549 12,438 17,861 18,027

FSP
Households 147,256 133,186 109,777 106,310 103,784
Individuals 345,384 312,043 256,038 249,038 246,634

Medicaid
Individuals _ N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

2.2 FSP Benefits Issued Versus FSP Administrative Costs

The ratio of benefits issued to FSP administrative costs has improved from 8.9:1 in 1988
to 18.8:1 in 1992.

Maryland's average monthly benefit issuance per household over the last five years, as
provided in Table 2.2, has increased?

' All Medicaid participants are included in Food Stamp Program figures. Separate counts for Medicaid participants were not available.

2The number of households and benefit mounts use data reported in the FNS StateActivityReportseach year.
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Table 2.2 FSP Benefits Issued

1992 1991 1990 1989 1988

Average Monthly
BenefitPer $178.03 $166.25 $155.12 $137.99 $136.08
Household

2.3 FSP Administrative Costs

Maryland's Food Stamp Program administrative costs for the past five years are provided
in Table 2.3. 3 Total costs have decreased overall during the period; however, there was
some fluctuation in annual costs during the period. Average cost per household decreased
each year between 1988 and 1992.

Table 2.3 FSP Federal Administrative Costs

1992 1991 1990 1989 1988

Total FSP
Federal $16,640,974 $15,691,283 $18,811,793 $19,343,368 $18,618,507
Admin. Cost

Avg.
Federal
Admin. Cost $9.49 $10.07 $14.39 $15.18 $15.23
Per
Household
Per Month

2.4 System Impacts on Program Performance

Areas of Food Stamp Program performance that could potentially be affected by the
automated systems that support the Program include:

· Staffing
· Responsiveness to Regulatory Change
· Combined Official Payment Error Rates
· Claims Collection
· Certification/Reviews

' The number of households and FSP Federal administrative costs are derived from data reported in the FNS State Activity Reports each year.

z
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Because CARES/CDB has only recently been implemented and is not yet statewide, the
impact of this system on program performance cannot be demonstrated. The impact of
existing systems on program performance is discussed below.

2.4.1 Staffing

Current staffing levels for DHR field staff within IMA include:

· Eligibility worker (EW) staff- 1,362 full-time and 25 part-time State employees
and 252 full-time contractual employees

· Clerical and data entry staff- 496 full-time and 11 part-time employees

· District/regional administrative management staff- 161 supervisory staff above
the eligibility worker supervisor level

Other staff that support the Food Stamp Program at the local level include EW
supervisors.

In recent years, it has been difficult to maintain adequate staff. A hiring freeze and
layoffs in 1989 had the largest impact at the State office, where 25 percent of the
positions were eliminated, but some local office positions also were affected. The 1993
budget provides for 400 contractual positions throughout the State. Maryland plans to use
more contractual employees in the future because the cost is 20 to 25 percent lower.

In 1987 and 1988, DHR shifted to a generic caseworker approach. One to two weeks
were required for off-site training. The entire State is not yet fully generic. In large
offices, there may be a separation of intake and ongoing caseworker functions. This
decision is made by the individual offices.

Field staff turnover is high, and DHR staff believe that additional eligibility workers are
needed. Turnover is high due to the low salaries paid to eligibility workers and the
availability of higher salaries in Montgomery County, Maryland and the rest of the
Washington, DC metropolitan area. IMA can shift staff among counties if necessary to
ensure adequate local support.

There are two employee unions in the State: the American Federation of State, County,
and Municipal Employee (AFSCME) and the Maryland Classified Employees Association.
To date, they have had little impact on the CARES project or existing systems. As
CARES is implemented, however, DHR staff expect that there will be changes in the
responsibilities and number of clerical staff. State staff expect that the planned changes
will result in more communication between union and State representatives. One change
anticipated includes some clerical staff becoming screeners. State staff indicated that once
conversion activities are completed, the role of clerical staff in a CARES operating
environment can be more accurately defined. Although DHR staff do not expect that any
clerical staff will be fired, the agency will not fill vacancies as they occur.
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2.4.2 Responsiveness to Regulatory Change

Of the 14 legislative provisions shown in Exhibit A-2.1 in Appendix A, Maryland has
implemented I0 on time. State staff indicated that codes 1.1 and 1.2, provisions of the
Mickey Leland Memorial Domestic Hunger Relief Act related to the exclusion of GA
payments as income and school clothing allowances, were not applicable in Maryland.
Two provisions of the Disaster Assistance Act and Non-Discretionary Regulations of the
Hunger Prevention Act were not implemented in a timely manner. State staff indicated
that code 3.1, related to the exclusion of job stream migrant vendor payments, and code
3.4, related to the elimination of migrant initial month proration, were not implemented
on time because the State was not aware of the relevant policies. When changes cannot
be made in the system in the required timeframe, workers are authorized to override the
system to perform the desired function.

Of the provisions that were implemented in Maryland, only five required changes in the
automated systems supporting the Food Stamp Program. The remaining provisions were
implemented manually. State staff indicated that computer changes were not made to the
existing system unless absolutely necessary while the new system was being developed
and implemented.

State staff indicated that provisions related to the combined allotment were problematic.
DHR has to issue two separate amounts at different times because the system does not
permit the combination of the two issuances.

State staff expect that once the new system is operational statewide, it will be easier to
implement new regulations.

2.4.3 Combined Official Payment Error Rate

Maryland's official combined error rate, as indicated in Table 2.4, increased between 1988
and 1990 and decreased in 1991 and 1992.

Table 2.4 Official Combined Error Rate

1992 1991 1990 1989 1988

Combined 8.99 9.00 10.64 10.07 8.62
Error Rate

2.4.4 Claims Collection

Table 2.5 presents claims collection data indicating the total value of claims established,
the total value of claims collected, and the percentage of claims established that were
collected. Both claims established and claims collected decreased in 1989 and increased
in each subsequent year.
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Maryland's claims collected as a percentage of claims established improved each year
during the period except 1990. The percentage of claims collected is affected by the total
number of claims established, whether the individual is still receiving benefits, the amount
of available assets, and other factors.

Table 2.5 Total Claims Established/Collected

1992 1991 1990 1989 1988

Total

Claims $2,103,380 $1,721,157 $1,501,793 $1,154,801 $1,627,353
Established

Total

Claims $1,330,149 $1,027,242 $760,836 $675,000 $743,705
Collected

As a % of
Total 63.2% 59.7% 50.7% 58.5% 45.7%
Claims
Established

2.4.5 Certification/Reviews

The new system became operational in August 1993 when the pilot test was initiated and
benefits were issued through the system in Cecil County. While CARES/CDB is being
implemented, the State will continue to maintain the existing systems. The Department
of Health and Human Services (DHHS) Family Assistance Management Information
System (FAMIS) certification and the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) post-
implementation reviews will be scheduled after CARES/CDB has become fully
operational for the entire State.

3.0 OVERVIEW OF THE SYSTEM

This section describes the CARES/CDB system that was being pilot tested in Cecil County in
October 1993.

3.1 System Functionality

Once CARES/CDB is fully implemented, it will be integrated into the Client Information
System (CIS), the State's comprehensive system development effort that encompasses all
current and future primary systems supporting DHR services. CIS currently supports the
Child Support Enforcement System (CSES) and the Electronic Benefit Transfer System.
All systems supported by CIS will have access to a central database.
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Major features of CARES/CDB functionality are described in this section. Areas
addressed include:

· Registration. Since 1987, the State has used a 20-page common application form.
With the conversion to CARES, IMA is using the Eligibility Determination
Document (EDD) for situations in which an in-person interview is not conducted.

The initial screening process consists of several functions. Screeners enter the
initial information into the system. Applicants are required to select the assistance
program(s) to which they are applying. Screeners question applicants to determine
eligibility for expedited benefits and enter responses into the system. CARES uses
these responses to determine the applicant's need for expedited service. The
clerical worker also can do a trial budget at the time of the screening so that
applicants can withdraw their applications if they appear to be ineligible for
benefits.

The system provides remarks screens that permit the clerical worker to make
narrative comments to alert EWs about special circumstances related to the
household. A remarks screen is available for every screen which has a flag
indicating the presence of this capability.

The system performs several functions during the registration process. CARES
reviews the existing CARES/CDB files to determine whether any of the household
members are known to the system. If there are potential matches in the
participation file, the clerk indicates whether the record is to be included in the
case file. The system has the capability to copy historical records into the current
record. If the client, or any family member, is not known to the system, an
assistance unit (AU) number is randomly assigned by the system. All household
members, regardless of their eligibility for assistance, are considered part of an
assistance unit. The system automatically schedules the client interview, indicating
the appointment type, date, and available worker.

After screening is complete, the assistance request form (ARF), which shows the
client identification number for each family member, is printed. If the applicant
wishes to proceed with the application, he or she is required to sign the ARF. An
applicant may withdraw his or her application at this time.

Cases are maintained in active files for three years after which they are archived.
The system saves the entire list of household members as part of the application.

Four types of inquiries are possible: name, Social Security number (SSN), AU and
client number, and address inquiry. The system can search outside data files while
the worker is on-line. If the interview has been scheduled for a future date, batch
or on-line searches will be performed prior to the interview. If a client' s interview
occurs the same day as registration occurs, the matching interfaces are mn at the
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end of the screening so that the searches are completed before the interview
begins.

· Eligibility Determination. Each assistance unit identifies one program group. As
a result, an individual eligible for FSP, AFDC, and Medicaid benefits is in three
different AUs; however, the individual is given a single client ID number that
links him or her to all applicable AUs in CIS.

Caseworkers conduct client interviews on-line. Data entry screens are presented
by the system as appropriate. There are required screens and conditional screens
that are driven by responses on required screens.

The system supports a full range of functions related to verifications. It tracks
receipt of required verifications, provides an on-line outstanding verifications
report, and alerts the worker if there are missing verifications. The system also
enforces verification requirements and prints letters to be sent to clients listing
missing verifications.

The system determines the client's eligibility based on information collected
during the interview. The system provides error screens reflecting omitted or
incorrect data that must be corrected before the worker can complete the interview.
The system also provides background eligibility processing so that the worker can
proceed with work on other cases while awaiting eligibility determination results.

The worker must indicate "done" to commit the case to data processing, but he or
she can do a trial eligibility and budget before releasing the case to data
processing.

· Benefit Calculation. The system automatically calculates benefits which the EW
confirms by reviewing the cash financial screen. The worker has the option of
decreasing the recertification time (for FSP cases) to coincide with the shorter
AFDC redetermination periods.

Benefit authorization parameters can be set up for new workers.

· Benefit Issuance. FSP, AFDC, Emergency Assistance (EA), and CSE benefits are
issued through the statewide Electronic Benefit Transfer System; however,
authorization-to-participate (ATP) documents are used in some situations. The
State uses ATPs for group homes because it has not addressed the issue of
providing multiple Electronic Benefit Transfer (EBT) cards for a single group
home. Expedited issuance is handled through the EBTS, but manual ATPs are
provided for emergency issuance when a client's EBT card has been lost and
cannot be replaced immediately.
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The worker is able to enter information regarding undelivered food stamp benefits
on-line when the worker is contacted by the client. The worker then can send the
client to the issuance unit to obtain benefits.

· Notices. Under CARES, notices have been consolidated so that all notices are sent

to the head of the household. Notices are maintained in CARES for three years
and then will be archived. The system generates automatic notices to households,
but the worker has the option of generating a personalized letter as well.

· Claims System. A claims system is integrated into CARES. The worker enters
the cause of the overpayments or underpayments and whether fraud is suspected
into CARES. The corrected benefit allotment amount is calculated by the system.
The system also tracks the claim status, subtracts the recoupment amount from the
recipient's monthly benefit issuance, and generates a notice to the client regarding
the overpayment or underpayment. The establishment of a claim record in the
system must be approved by a supervisor. The collection method is determined
by the caseworker, who also develops a corrective action plan. The collection
system deducts recoupments as part of the issuance process and provides a screen
displaying the complete collection record to the EW. Claims processing is a very
complicated process, and recalculating six to nine months of overpayments is very
labor intensive. One notice is sent for recoupments, and two notices are sent for
claims.

· Computer Matching. External computer matching in CARES currently is not
operational. Once operational, matching is to be performed prior to initial
certification as well as for on-going case management and recertification. The
matches to be performed include: Beneficiary Data Exchange (BENDEX),
Department of Employment and Economic Development Wage Inquiry
(DEEDWI), Motor Vehicle Administration (MVA) License and Registration, State
Data Exchange (SDX), Income Eligibility and Verification System, IEVS
discrepancy update, school records, worker ID, error log, Supplemental Security
Income (SSI), and recipient inquiry. Discrepancies are to be reported in the form
of on-line alert messages to the worker.

· Alerts. Alerts are displayed when workers log into the system. If the worker fails
to take the necessary action, the system will continue to alert the worker. The
system prioritizes the alerts according to seriousness. The worker can generate
alerts to serve as a reminder. Worker-generated alerts must be deleted from the
screen manually by the worker. System-generated alerts are deleted automatically
by the system, or manually by the supervisor and the worker.

· Monthly Reporting. There is no monthly reporting in Maryland.

· Report Generation. CARES reporting capabilities include the generation of some
standard reports and the provision of data required to complete FNS reports.
Monthly duplicate participation reports for duplicate ATPs are provided by the
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